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Response to Comment Letter I96 

Sandra and Byron Cooper 

February 25, 2014 

I96-1 The County of San Diego (County) acknowledges 

receipt of the two attachments to the comment letter.  
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I96-2 The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

opposition to the Proposed Project.  The information 

in this comment will be provided in the Final Program 

Environmental Impact Report (FPEIR) for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. 

 Please refer to common response ALT2 for 

clarification on the Los Robles site; the site was not 

added to the Draft Program Environmental Impact 

Report (DPEIR) as part of the Proposed Project, but 

rather is considered as an alternative location (DPEIR 

Section 4.4). At the time that the Proposed Project 

application was submitted to the County, the 

applicants not have an option to obtain site control of 

the Los Robles (or any other alternative) sites and the 

Proposed Project was brought forward with the four 

proposed sites defined as the Proposed Project in the 

DPEIR.  The applicants explored a number of 

alternative locations for the Proposed Project during 

the environmental review process, including the Los 

Robles site.  The County determined that Los Robles 

was a feasible alternative location, appropriate for 

analysis, when the applicant had acquired an option to 

obtain access and control of the site.  Accordingly, 

Los Robles is not part of the Proposed Project in the 

DPEIR and is analyzed at a level appropriate for an 

alternative, and not at a programmatic or project-level.  

Please refer to responses F1-15 and F1-18 related to 

the requisite degree of analysis necessary for 
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alternatives under CEQA. The Los Robles site is 

properly analyzed within the DPEIR as a feasible 

alternative location.  Sufficient information exists in 

the DPEIR for the Los Robles site to be evaluated as 

an off-site alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6.  (See Kings County Farm Bureau v. 

City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 733 

(Information sufficient to allow an informed 

comparison of the impacts of the project with those of 

the alternatives should be provided.).)  Therefore, the 

County does not agree that the Los Robles site should 

be eliminated from the Proposed Project for lack of 

information or lack of a major use permit application.  

See Common Response ALT-3. Other specific 

comments are responded to below. 

This comment raises concerns regarding property 

values.  This topic was not evaluated in the DPEIR 

since it is not related to environmental impacts (see 14 

CCR 15131).  However, the information in this 

comment will be provided in the FPEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. Potential visual 

impacts were considered and addressed in Chapter 2.1, 

Aesthetics, of the DPEIR. The County acknowledges 

that the Proposed Project would have certain significant 

and unavoidable impacts on aesthetics. 

I96-3 Refer to common response WR1, which addresses the 

issues related to water demand. Potential impacts 
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related to the use of groundwater for the Proposed 

Project were considered and addressed in DPEIR 

Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.9.3.1. The DPEIR found 

that the Project would have a less than significant 

impact on groundwater. As provided in Section 

3.1.9.3.1, the County will place conditions on the 

Major Use Permit that will restrict the amount of water 

that is permitted to be withdrawn from on-site wells in 

order to prevent interference with off-site wells. As 

such, the County does not anticipate that wells of 

neighboring residents will suffer any significant impact 

as a result of the Proposed Project. With respect to the 

anecdotal information relayed by the commenter 

regarding local water levels, the comment is 

acknowledged and will be included in the FPEIR for 

review and consideration by the decision makers. 
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I96-4 The comment is not clear with regard to the statement 

“potential fire damage could result with the depletion 

of water resources.”  It is not clear whether the 

comment is indicating that water availability 

reductions may result in fire damage due to a fire not 

being suppressed in a timely manner.  It is the 

DPEIR’s analysis that water availability will not be 

impacted by the Proposed Project; see common 

response WR1.   

 The San Diego County Fire Authority has provided 

updated Fire Service Availability Letters that indicate 

existing facilities will be adequate to serve the Proposed 

Project with a developer agreement or similar funding 

mechanism (County of San Diego 2014a, 2014b).  In 

addition to measures identified in the project-specific fire 

protection plans, the Proposed Project provides direct 

funding to be used for improving emergency response 

capabilities in a targeted manner (see project design 

feature (PDF) PDF-PS-1 in Section 3.1.7 of the DPEIR). 

See also the response to comment O10-80. 

I96-5 The comment purports to summarize comments and 

questions from others regarding a different project, in 

a different county, developed by the applicants of the 

Proposed Project. The comment does not raise specific 

issues or concerns regarding the environmental 

analysis of the Proposed Project; therefore, additional 

response is neither possible nor necessary. 
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I96-6 The comment raises a question regarding political 

motivation related to the Proposed Project, and does not 

raise any issues or concerns regarding the environmental 

analysis of the Proposed Project, and therefore additional 

response on the adequacy of the DPEIR is neither possible 

nor necessary.  Comments regarding the opinions of the 

commenters on the Proposed Project and the process for 

considering land use approvals for the Proposed Project 

are incorporated into the FPEIR.   

 The County disagrees with the commenters’ assertion 

that the Proposed Project has received “fast tracking 

certification.” The application for the Proposed Project 

has been processed by the County according to the 

County Zoning Ordinance and related regulations. The 

County would like to clarify that the Proposed Project 

received certification under Assembly Bill 900. The 

commenters are also referred to the response to 

comment I37-8.  

I96-7 The County acknowledges the commenters’ support 

for the No Project Alternative. Related to the site in 

Imperial Valley that the commenters’ reference, please 

refer to the response to comment O10-7. The decision 

makers will consider all information in the FPEIR and 

related documents before making a decision on the 

Proposed Project. The information in this comment 

will be provided in the FPEIR for review and 

consideration by the decision makers. 
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I96-8 See the responses to comments I96-2 through I96-7.   
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